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Abstract: Moving intentions are likely not only to be affected by whether or not 
residents are satisfied with their neighbourhood, but also by how they think that other 
city residents assess their neighbourhood: the perceived reputation of the 
neighbourhood. The place where one lives is a reflection of one’s position in society 
and therefore people might want to leave neighbourhoods with a poor reputation even 
if they are satisfied with their residential environment. Using data from a specifically 
designed survey in 24 Dutch neighbourhoods, we tested the hypothesis that in 
addition to neighbourhood satisfaction, perceived neighbourhood reputations are an 
important predictor of the intention to leave the neighbourhood. The results show that 
the perceived neighbourhood reputation is indeed a significant predictor of moving 
intentions, even after controlling for neighbourhood satisfaction and neighbourhood 
attachment. This finding suggests that neighbourhood regeneration policy should not 
only focus on improving residents’ neighbourhood satisfaction, but also on improving 
the perceived reputation of neighbourhoods. 
 
 
Introduction  
 
An increasing body of literature underlines the relevance of neighbourhood 
characteristics in understanding both moving intentions and actual moving behaviour 
(Clark et al., 2006; Feijten and Van Ham, forthcoming; Kearns and Parkes, 2003; Lee 
et al., 1994; Lu, 1998; Parkes and Kearns, 2003; Van Ham and Feijten; 2008; Van 
Ham and Clark, forthcoming). Recent attention for urban neighbourhoods, and 
especially neighbourhood (dis)satisfaction, is linked to policy makers search for 
factors contributing to the success of neighbourhood regeneration (Parkes et al., 
2002). More insight in the role of neighbourhood characteristics in understanding 
factors triggering residential mobility behaviour can contribute to evidence based 
policy to improve the liveability of urban neighbourhoods and helps to create more 
stable neighbourhoods. 
 Moving intentions are likely not only to be affected by whether or not 
residents are satisfied with their neighbourhood, but also by how they think that other 
city residents assess their neighbourhood: the perceived reputation of the 
neighbourhood. The self-image of people is strongly affected by the way they believe 
others see and think of them and the groups they belong to (Goffman, 1963; Mead, 
1934; Ridgeway, 2006). Repeatedly, studies have found an effect of negative 
neighbourhood reputations on the self-image of residents of infamous neighbourhoods 
(Bush et al., 2001; Hastings and Dean, 2003; Taylor, 1998; Wacquant, 1993). The 
impact of the neighbourhood’s reputation on the self has to be placed in a context in 
which neighbourhoods function increasingly as status symbols. The place where one 
lives is a reflection of one’s position in society and one’s preferences (Bourdieu, 
1984; Forrest and Kearns, 2001). If people believe their status suffers from group 
membership – living in a certain neighbourhood – they will try to disassociate 
themselves from that group and the stigma associated with group membership. Those 
living in neighbourhoods with a poor (perceived) reputation can therefore be expected 
to be more likely to have the intention to leave their neighbourhood than people living 
in neighbourhoods with a good reputation. This might even be the case when people 
themselves are perfectly satisfied with their neighbourhood (Permentier et al., 2007). 
This paper aims to contribute to a better understanding of the role of 
(perceived) neighbourhood characteristics in individual residential mobility 
behaviour. We hypothesise that, in addition to neighbourhood satisfaction, the 
perceived reputation of the neighbourhood is an important predictor of the intention 
to leave the neighbourhood. We focus explicitly on perceived reputations because 
within the behavioural model we assume, perceived reputations are more appropriate 
than ‘objective’ measures of neighbourhood reputations. Characteristics of the 
residential context are important in mobility decision models insofar as they are 
perceived, evaluated and experienced by residents (Lee et al., 1994). More knowledge 
of the impact of neighbourhood reputations on residential mobility behaviour is 
important as individual mobility decisions are responsible for the sorting of 
households into different neighbourhoods. The underlying mechanisms of this sorting 
process might give us important cues for the success of urban renewal projects. If 
perceived reputation triggers moving intentions, improving the neighbourhood 
satisfaction of residents will most likely be insufficient to transform deprived 
neighbourhoods into attractive places to live. To be successful, neighbourhoods 
should also have a good – or at least not a bad – reputation. 
This study uses data from a survey that was specifically designed to 
investigate neighbourhood reputations and their impact on the behaviour of residents. 
The survey, including 1,339 residents in 24 different neighbourhoods, was carried out 
in the spring of 2006 in the city of Utrecht, The Netherlands. 
 
 
Literature review 
 
The residential mobility literature offers various models to understand moving 
intentions or thoughts (Brown and Moore, 1970; Galster, 1987; Lee et al., 1994). In 
most of these models moving intentions are seen as a response to residential stress and 
moving intentions precede actual moving behaviour (Speare et al., 1975). Actual 
mobility behaviour only occurs when there are no restrictions or constraints 
preventing an intention from being realized. If we would look at actual moving 
behaviour, we would miss all those people who have the intention to leave their 
neighbourhood, but are unable to do so because of housing market constraints and the 
direct and indirect monetary and non-monetary costs involved in moving. Studying 
 moving intentions provides a direct insight in how neighbourhood reputations affect 
mobility decisions (Van Ham and Feijten, 2008). 
Theoretical models on moving intentions do generally include individual and 
household characteristics, and subjective neighbourhood evaluations such as 
neighbourhood satisfaction. Recent studies have shown that also more objective 
neighbourhood characteristics, such as the ethnic and socio-economic composition of 
the neighbourhood population, have an impact on mobility decisions (Clark et al., 
2006; South et al., 2005; Van Ham and Feijten, 2008;). Research on neighbourhood 
reputations revealed that the same neighbourhood characteristics also impact on the 
external reputation
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 of neighbourhoods (Permentier et al., 2008). In this paper we 
study the impact of neighbourhood reputations as perceived by residents on the 
intention to leave their neighbourhood. 
Below we first discuss the effects of neighbourhood satisfaction and perceived 
reputation on moving intentions. Next we discuss the effects of neighbourhood 
attachment and participation in the neighbourhood. Although this study aims to 
understand why people intend to leave their neighbourhood, we include a discussion 
of a set of control variables found in the literature which are known to have an effect 
on residential mobility behaviour in general. It is very likely that there is substantial 
overlap between the factors which influence people’s intention to leave the 
neighbourhood and factors influencing moving behaviour. 
 
Neighbourhood satisfaction and perceived reputation 
Neighbourhood (dis)satisfaction is often mentioned as one of the key predictors of 
moving intentions (Clark and Ledwith, 2006; Lee et al., 1994; Lu, 1998). According 
to Speare’s classical study (1974) residential satisfaction is a significant predictor of 
moving even when controlling for socio-demographic characteristics of the residents 
(age, household composition). Speare argued that these socio-demographic 
characteristics only have a very limited direct impact on moving intentions because 
socio-demographic characteristics are mediated through residential satisfaction. 
Parkes and Kearns (2003) found that people who are dissatisfied with the overall 
quality of their neighbourhood are more likely to have an intention to move than 
people who are satisfied (see also Lee et al., 1994; Lu, 1998). Though these more 
recent studies acknowledge that neighbourhood satisfaction is still a very important 
predictor, they find, in contrast to Speare, that socio-demographic variables have an 
independent effect on moving intentions (Lee et al., 1994; Lu, 1998). 
 As argued in the introduction, besides the assessment of the neighbourhood by 
residents themselves, also the assessments of the neighbourhood by other city 
residents can play a role in shaping people’s intention to leave their neighbourhood. 
Mead (1934) has argued that the self-image of people is influenced by the way they 
think that others think of them and the group they belong to (see also Festinger, 1954; 
Goffman, 1963; Ridgeway 2006). Living in a neighbourhood with a poor perceived 
reputation can have a negative effect on the self-image of individuals, even when they 
are generally satisfied with their neighbourhood. Ultimately, ideas about how 
outsiders see a neighbourhood may lead to people’s intention to leave the 
neighbourhood. Only a limited number of studies have recognized the potential 
importance of an area’s reputation (Tsfati and Cohen, 2003). This is surprising, since 
many academics stress the function that the residential address has as an indicator of 
the social status of an individual (Coleman and Neugarten, 1972; Firey, 1945; Forrest 
and Kearns, 2001; Suttles, 1972). The neighbourhood is more than just the location of 
the dwelling: it as a consumption good, symbolizing an individual’s prestige 
(Bourdieu, 1984). Moving to a neighbourhood with a better reputation can improve a 
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 Measured as the average reputation-rating of urban neighbourhoods by other city residents. 
 person’s individual status and self-image and consequently their general well-being. 
However not all residents will necessarily react in a similar fashion to neighbourhood 
reputations. For example, some residents of stigmatized areas may avoid or simply 
deny the stigma of the neighbourhood.  
The concepts of neighbourhood satisfaction and perceived neighbourhood 
reputation can be expected to overlap (Curtis and Jackson, 1977; Permentier et al., 
2007) and share some determinants. However, research by Permentier and colleagues 
(2007) has shown that this overlap is limited: the concepts of satisfaction and 
perceived neighbourhood reputation are complementary rather than similar in 
meaning. Residents may be satisfied with their neighbourhood, but still perceive the 
reputation of this neighbourhood to be negative. Residents might be satisfied with a 
neighbourhood with a poor reputation because they selected themselves into this 
neighbourhood in the first place, but also because of the tendency of residents to think 
more positively about their residential environment when they lack the opportunity to 
move somewhere else. These mechanisms are less likely to have an impact on the 
perception of a neighbourhood’s reputation. How residents perceive the reputation of 
their neighbourhood is strongly correlated with the reputation that outsiders hold of 
the neighbourhood (Permentier et al., 2008). These outsiders have no interest in 
downplaying the negative aspects of an area and are likely to base their opinion on a 
limited set of objective neighbourhood characteristics rather than personal evaluations 
(Permentier et al., 2008). 
 To our knowledge there are no studies simultaneously studying the effect of 
neighbourhood satisfaction and perceived reputation on intentions to leave the 
neighbourhood. We found one paper by Tsfati and Cohen (2003) including both 
concepts in a study of plans to leave town. They found that residents who perceive the 
reputation of their town to be negative are more likely to have plans to leave town, 
even when controlling for satisfaction with different attributes of the town. A move 
out their town was thought to improve their status and subsequently their self-esteem. 
The study by Tsfati and Cohen (2003) does not deal with the fact that people are not 
randomly sorted into towns but select themselves into towns according their 
preferences and resources. People who find the reputation of their town important are 
less likely to decide to live in a town with a poor reputation. It can be expected that 
this mechanism of self-selection decreases the effect of perceived reputation on 
moving intentions. 
Self-selection can affect moving intentions in two ways. First, the degree of 
choice people had in selecting their dwelling and neighbourhood is likely to have an 
impact on moving intentions. It can be argued that individuals who perceived a high 
degree of choice when they selected their neighbourhood, are less likely to want to 
leave the neighbourhood compared to individuals who were limited in their choice of 
residency. It should be noted that people with little choice may be less likely to have 
an intention to move as a result of a poor neighbourhood reputation due to their poor 
prospects in the housing market (see Festinger, 1957 on cognitive dissonance 
reduction). Second, people who are very status-conscious are likely to have already 
selected themselves into a neighbourhood with a good reputation which positively 
reflects on their self-image (see De Jong and Fawcett, 1981). Those less affected by 
status considerations are also less likely to select a neighbourhood based on its 
reputation. 
 
Neighbourhood characteristics 
Objective neighbourhood characteristics have been found to impact residents’ 
intention to leave their neighbourhood (SCP, 2007; Taub et al., 1984; Van Ham and 
Feijten, 2008;but see Kearns & Parkes, 2003 and Lee et al., 1994 for no effects). The 
 literature distinguishes physical neighbourhood characteristics, and socio-economic 
and socio-demographic characteristics (Amérigo, 2002). Housing density can be seen 
as an important physical characteristic since it is an indicator of green spaces, 
environmental stress and housing stock. The majority of people prefer low-density 
environments, while only a small proportion of people prefer to live high-density 
urban environments. Mohan and Twigg (2007) found that population density has a 
negative impact on neighbourhood desirability. Van Ham and Feijten (2008) and Van 
Ham and Clark (forthcoming) found that residents of (strongly) urbanized areas are 
more likely to have a moving wish than residents of non-urbanized or weakly 
urbanized areas. 
 Several studies have found that people living in a neighbourhood with a low 
socio-economic status are more likely to have the wish to leave their neighbourhood 
than people living in neighbourhoods with a high socio-economic status (Van Ham 
and Clark, forthcoming; Van Ham and Feijten, 2008). People generally avoid 
neighbourhoods with a low socio-economic status (Harris, 1999; Quillian, 2003) 
because of the (perceived) negative effects of living in such neighbourhoods (see 
Buck, 2001; Overman, 2002). Moreover, the reputation of a neighbourhood is 
positively influenced by the socio-economic status of its residents (Logan and 
Collver, 1983; Musterd, 2008). 
A high percentage of ethnic minorities in a neighbourhood is found to be 
positively linked to moving wishes, intentions and actual moving behaviour. Crowder 
(2000) found for the US that the percentage of ethnic minorities in a neighbourhood 
has a positive effect on leaving the neighbourhood among white respondents. Similar 
results were found for the Netherlands, even after controlling for the socio-economic 
status of neighbourhoods (Van Ham and Clark, forthcoming). 
 
Neighbourhood attachment and neighbourhood participation 
Residents who are strongly attached to their neighbourhood may be more reluctant to 
leave than residents who lack such attachment (Guest et al., 2006; Temkin and Rohe, 
1998; Van Vugt et al., 2003). Neighbourhood attachment resembles the loyalty-
component of Hirschman’s ‘Exit, voice and loyalty’ framework (1970). Originally 
this work studied the responses of consumers to a decline in the quality of consumer 
goods. Two types of responses were distinguished: exit and voice. Consumers who 
‘exit’ stop buying a product or leave a certain organisation, while ‘voice’ is an 
expression of dissatisfaction directed to the management of a company or 
organisation. According to Hirschman the choice for one of these two responses is 
affected by loyalty, where loyalty can be understood as being attached to a product or 
organization. Loyalty holds exit at bay and activates voice (Hirschman, 1970). 
In the context of residential mobility studies, neighbourhood attachment 
(loyalty) and neighbourhood participation (voice) are both factors that are likely to 
impact moving intentions (the intention to exit the neighbourhood). Both loyalty and 
voice require some level of investment in the neighbourhood. People who feel 
attached to their neighbourhood and who participate to improve the neighbourhood 
have made a psychological and social investment which can be expected to decrease 
the probability to leave (Lee et al., 1994; Taub et al., 1984; Van Vugt et al., 2003). 
Residents who have not invested in their neighbourhood are the most likely to have an 
intention to leave their neighbourhood. 
In this study we make the concept of loyalty operational by equating loyalty to 
neighbourhood attachment. Two dimensions of neighbourhood attachment can be 
discerned: an emotional/attitudinal dimension and a functional/behavioural dimension 
(Bolan, 1997). Emotional attachment refers to the psychological ties residents have 
with their immediate living environment and its residents (Blokland, 2000; Dekker 
 and Bolt, 2005). This way attachment can lead to a feeling of security, build self-
esteem, give a bond to people, and maintain group identity (Dekker, 2007). A high 
degree of emotional attachment to the neighbourhood can be expected to lower the 
probability that people develop moving intentions (see Ahlbrandt and Cunningham, 
1979). Functional attachment refers to the number of contacts that residents have 
within their neighbourhood and the nature of these relationships (e.g. intensity of 
contact). Clark and Ledwith (2006) found that residents who perceived their 
neighbourhood to be close-knit were the least likely to express moving plans, even 
after controlling for general neighbourhood satisfaction. In other studies it was found 
that having contacts within a neighbourhood has a negative effect on moving 
intentions (Ahlbrandt and Cunningham, 1979; Boehm, 1981). Bolt and Torrance 
(2005) found a weak, but similar negative effect of the number of social contacts on 
the intention to leave the neighbourhood. 
The voice concept is made operational through active participation in formal 
neighbourhood organisations. This is a specific type of participation because it has the 
neighbourhood as the focus of interest whereas other types of clubs/organisations 
might be based in the neighbourhood but do not have the neighbourhood as focus of 
interest. Residents who actively participate in formal neighbourhood organisations 
can be expected to be less likely to express moving intentions than residents who do 
not participate.
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 This is because the former group has invested in their neighbourhood. 
Another reason why participation is negatively related to moving intentions is that 
participation can generate functional attachment (which in its turn lowers the intention 
to move). A limited number of studies have studied the impact of participation on 
residential mobility and found that local participation does lower the intention to 
move (Sharp, 1984). Results of a study on the neighbourhood level by Guest and 
colleagues (2006) found that neighbourhood participation was positively associated 
with residential stability. 
 
Control variables: individual, household and dwelling characteristics 
In our models we control for several variables found to affect residential mobility 
decisions (see Clark and Dieleman, 1996): age, gender, household composition, 
ethnicity, level of education, employment status, income and tenure. Most literature 
reports clear age effects on moving intentions: as people get older, they are less likely 
to express an intention to move (Boehm, 1981; Lee et al., 1994, but see Kearns and 
Parkes, 2003 for no age-effect). Young people are the most likely to have the 
intention to move as they experience many changes in their educational, labour and 
household career and therefore the need arises to adjust their housing situation. Lee 
and colleagues (1994) found that women are more likely to express an intention to 
move than men. 
Singles are often found to have a high probability to express moving intentions 
as they are more likely not yet to have settled permanently. In contrast, couples with 
children are the least mobile because they are likely to have found a dwelling and 
neighbourhood that suit their aspirations (Clark and Dieleman, 1996; Kearns and 
Parkes, 2003). Ethnic minorities are often found to be living in poor quality housing 
and deprived neighbourhoods and thus are more likely to have a moving intention 
(Lee et al., 1994). Some studies (for example Clark and Ledwith, 2006) find no effect 
of ethnicity on moving intentions after controlling for housing and neighbourhood 
quality or even found a negative effect of ethnicity (Bolt and Van Kempen, 2002; 
South and Deane, 1993). The negative effect might be caused by the strong ties that 
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 We acknowledge that this type of formal participation is not necessarily due to dissatisfaction, but can 
also be simply a resultant of the wish to be involved in organising neighbourhood activities, such as a 
street barbecue. 
 ethnic minorities might have to their ethnic community (Bowes et al., 2002; Freeman, 
2000), but also by the barriers that ethnic minorities face on the housing market. 
Discrimination by actors on the housing market, like mortgage lenders, real estate 
agents and (social) landlords, as well as fear of racial harassment outside the ethnic 
communities may reduce the (perceived) moving options among ethnic minorities 
(Galster, 1999; Krysan and Farley, 2002; Phillips, 1998; Yinger, 1999). 
Income has been found to be positively related to moving intentions 
(Ahlbrandt and Cunningham, 1979; Mulder, 1993). According to Clark and Ledwith 
(2006) high income households face fewer constraints compared to low-income 
households. Furthermore, higher income occupations are associated with job related 
moves (Van Ham, 2002). Also being in employment and having a high level of 
education are found to be positively related to moving intentions. Owner-occupants 
are found to be less likely to have moving intentions than renters. Homeowners face 
high costs when they move in the Netherlands (mainly stamp duty) and are more 
likely than renters to be satisfied with their current dwelling and neighbourhood 
(Parkes and Kearns, 2003; Van Ham and Feijten, 2008).  
Dwelling characteristics, such as type of dwelling, room stress and dwelling 
satisfaction are also known to impact moving intentions. Residents of apartments are 
generally less satisfied with their dwelling and are therefore more likely to have a 
moving intention compared to residents of single-family dwellings (Parkes and 
Kearns, 2003; Van Ham and Feijten, 2008). Room-stress (ratio persons per room) is 
also known to impact moving intentions: households experiencing crowding are, 
besides being less satisfied with the dwelling, also more likely to have moving 
intentions than households with a low level of room-stress (Van Ham and Feijten, 
2008; Clark and Ledwith, 2006). In many mobility studies dwelling satisfaction is 
found to have a major impact on moving intentions (Clark and Dieleman, 1996; 
Kirschenbaum, 1983; Lu, 1998). The more satisfied people are the less likely they are 
to express the intention to move. The time people have lived in their current house 
and neighbourhood is also found to be a predictor of moving intentions. Parkes and 
Kearns (2003; see also Lu, 1998) found that people residing longer than 5 years in 
their neighbourhood are more likely to leave the neighbourhood than people who have 
stayed in the area for 5 years or less. 
 
 
Data collection and methods  
 
To test our hypotheses we used individual level data from our own survey specifically 
designed to understand the relationship between neighbourhood reputations and 
different forms of behavioural responses. The survey was carried out in the spring of 
2006, in the city of Utrecht in the Netherlands. Utrecht is a compact city with just 
over 281,000 residents (GBA City of Utrecht, 2006), and has a diverse range of 
neighbourhoods in terms of population composition. The survey data contains 
information on individual and household characteristics, including information on 
housing, the perceived reputation of the neighbourhood, general satisfaction with the 
area, and moving intentions. The survey was carried out using a random sample of 
addresses in 24 Utrecht neighbourhoods. These neighbourhoods consist of 69 percent 
of the total Utrecht population. The neighbourhoods were selected on the basis of a 
small telephone survey. In each sampled household, the head of the household, or 
his/her partner, were asked to fill out a questionnaire. Both the distribution and 
collection of questionnaires took place in person. The neighbourhood Kanaleneiland – 
with the worst reputation in the city – was over sampled to allow more in-depth 
analyses in future research. Because of the oversampling we weighted the data. 
 For the analysis we selected all respondents between 18 and 94 years old, 
excluding people living in institutions. We also excluded cases with missing 
information on key variables. This selection resulted in a sample of 1,339 
respondents. Since residents are likely to define their neighbourhood-borders in 
different ways, we did not pre-define neighbourhoods in our questionnaire. 
Respondents decided what to consider as their neighbourhood. According to several 
authors (Lee et al., 1994; Lu, 1998) using pre-defined neighbourhoods would 
probably lead to a distortion of the empirical findings. 
 
Dependent and independent variables 
We constructed a binary dependent variable ‘intention to move out of the 
neighbourhood’ by combining two survey questions (a) “Do you plan to move within 
the next two years?” (b) “Are you planning to move within the neighbourhood?”. 
Respondents who answered the first question with “yes” and the second question with 
“no” were considered to have the intention to leave the neighbourhood (1) while all 
others were considered not to have the intention to leave (0). According to this 
definition, 299 respondents (22.3 percent) had the intention to leave their 
neighbourhood. Since the dependent variable was binary we used logistic regression 
models. Because individual respondents are clustered in neighbourhoods we used 
cluster correction to correct for potential bias in the standard errors of some 
coeffients. 
 
[Table 1 around here] 
 
Table 1 gives variable summary statistics for the dependent and independent variables 
in our model. For dummy variables, the absolute and relative number of respondents 
in the category of interest is given. The first variable in the table is the dependent 
variable, followed by a range of individual and household variables: gender; age (19-
94); household type in 5 categories; ethnicity; level of education in three categories; 
employment status; monthly household income in Euros; and tenure (own or rent). 
The next set of variables consists of housing and neighbourhood related 
characteristics: satisfaction with the dwelling (scale 1 to 10); persons per room ratio; 
type of house (single-family dwelling or flat/apartment); length of residency in four 
categories. Furthermore, four variables representing different aspects of the 
neighbourhood are included: percentage non-western immigrants, average household 
income per year, crime rates and housing density. 
Perceived reputation of the neighbourhood is measured by using the survey 
question: “Please indicate on a 5 point scale (very negative to very positive), how you 
think that other city residents assess the reputation of your neighbourhood?”. Two 
variables indicate the perceived level of choice people had on the housing market: 
choice of dwelling and choice of neighbourhood. The two variables indicating 
people’s sensitivity for social status were based on ten statements (see Appendix 1, 
Table A1) and Principal components analysis (PCA). The first component refers to 
how important the neighbourhood as status symbol is to an individual. The second 
component refers to the weight an individual assigns to social status in general. For 
both variables a high score indicates strong sensitivity to social status. Interestingly, 
more respondents appear to be sensitive to the status of the neighbourhood than to 
general social status. Neighbourhood satisfaction was measured on a ten-point scale 
ranging from low (1) to high (10) satisfaction. 
Two measures of neighbourhood attachment were used: an emotional 
component based on PCA and a set of variables measuring social contacts (functional 
component). The emotional component, a ratio variable, is based on four statements 
 (see Appendix 1, Table A2), which refer to feeling attached to the neighbourhood and 
the identification with the neighbourhood. A high score on the component indicates 
positive emotional feelings to the neighbourhood. Three variables measure social 
contacts in the neighbourhood: most friends live in neighbourhood; presence of 
family in the neighbourhood and making a regular chat with neighbours. Finally, 
formal participation in neighbourhood organisations is measured by participation in a 
neighbourhood committee and/or neighbourhood organisation. 
 
 
Results 
[Table 2 around here] 
 
As mentioned in the literature review, perceived reputation, neighbourhood 
satisfaction and neighbourhood attachment are related concepts. Table 2 shows 
correlations between these three attitudinal concepts and correlations between the 
three concepts and a set of objective neighbourhood characteristics. The size of the 
correlations does not indicate a high risk of multicollinearity and confirms that the 
concept of perceived neighbourhood reputation truly differs from the concept of 
neighbourhood satisfaction.
3
 The highest correlation in the table is between 
neighbourhood satisfaction and neighbourhood attachment (r=0.643, with a common 
variance of only 41 percent).  The results in Table 2 show that perceived reputation is 
correlated with objective neighbourhood characteristics: neighbourhood crime level 
shows the lowest correlation (r=-0.274) and the percentage of non-western 
immigrants shows the highest correlation (r=-0.608). Housing density and average 
household income are both moderately correlated with perceived neighbourhood 
reputation. A previous study by the authors (Permentier et al., 2007) found that both 
ethnic composition and socio-economic status of the neighbourhood were significant 
predictors of perceived neighbourhood reputation when controlling for several 
individual and other neighbourhood characteristics. 
 
[Table 3 around here] 
 
Table 3 shows the results of 6 logistic regression models estimating people’s intention 
to leave their neighbourhood. The table shows the beta coefficients, standard errors, 
levels of significance and exponentiated coefficient (ExpB) for each variable. In every 
model a new block of variables is included: Model 1 includes individual, household 
and dwelling variables; in Model 2 neighbourhood variables are added; in Model 3 
perceived neighbourhood reputation is added; Model 4 includes status-sensitivity 
variables and dwelling and neighbourhood choice variables to control for selection 
effects; in Model 5 satisfaction with the neighbourhood is added; and finally in Model 
6 neighbourhood attachment and neighbourhood participation are included. 
 Model 1 has a significantly better fit than a model with only a constant. As 
expected, the older people are, the less likely they are to have the intention to move 
out of their neighbourhood. We did not find evidence for a non-linear effect of age. 
Individuals who have lived between 4-7 years in their neighbourhood are more likely 
to have a moving intention, compared to individuals who have lived three years or 
less in their neighbourhood. Interestingly, those who have lived 8 years and more in 
their neighbourhood do not significantly differ from those who have lived three years 
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no evidence of multicollinearity.   
 or less in their neighbourhood. No significant effects were found for gender, ethnicity, 
level of education, employment status, room stress and dwelling type. Income was 
found to have a positive effect on moving intentions: those with a high income are 
more likely to express the intention to leave the neighbourhood than those with lower 
incomes. As expected, people who are satisfied with their dwelling are much less 
likely to express a moving intention than individuals who are dissatisfied with their 
current dwelling. Owner-occupancy has no significant effect on moving intentions, 
which is caused by the inclusion of the general dwelling satisfaction variable. In a 
model without the latter, the effect of owner-occupancy is negative and significant 
(result not shown), which reflects the fact that homeowners are generally more 
satisfied with their dwelling than renters (see also Parkes and Kearns, 2003; Van Ham 
and Feijten, 2008). 
In Model 2 several objective neighbourhood characteristics are added to the 
model, which leads to a significant improvement of the model compared to Model 1. 
The addition of neighbourhood characteristics causes the Nagelkerke R Square to 
increase to 0.157. The results show that with an increasing proportion of non-western 
immigrants in the neighbourhood, people are more likely to have the intention to 
leave their neighbourhood. Neither the neighbourhood socio-economic status, nor the 
neighbourhood housing density or neighbourhood crime rates have a significant effect 
on people’s intention to leave their neighbourhood. Additional analyses (not shown) 
showed that in a model without the percentage of ethnic minorities in the 
neighbourhood, neighbourhood socio-economic status and housing density have a 
significant negative effect on moving intentions. The inclusion of objective 
neighbourhood variables has an impact on the effects of several individual and 
household characteristics. After controlling for these variables, couples with children 
appear to be less likely to have the intention to move than others, while a high level of 
education and a high person per room ratio have a positive impact on the likelihood to 
have a moving intention.  
In Model 3 the perceived neighbourhood reputation is introduced, the main 
variable of interest in this paper. Including this variable significantly improves the fit 
of the model compared with the previous model, and the Nagelkerke R Square 
increases to 0.185. As expected, those who hold a positive perception of the 
reputation of their neighbourhood are less likely to have a moving intention than 
people who perceive the reputation of their neighbourhood to be negative. After 
controlling for perceived neighbourhood reputation the effect of the ethnic 
composition of the neighbourhood is no longer significant. This indicates that 
neighbourhood characteristics only have an indirect effect on moving intentions 
through perceived neighbourhood reputation. Earlier findings by Permentier et al. 
(2007) already suggested that ethnic composition is a significant and strong predictor 
of perceived reputation. 
In model 4 a set of variables that control for selection effects are introduced. 
This is a unique feature of our models as many previous studies of moving intentions 
omit these, mainly because of limitations of the data used. These variables measure 
the degree of perceived dwelling- and neighbourhood choice and sensitivity to 
neighbourhood status and status in general. By including these variables we control 
the effect of perceived reputation as found in Model 3 for self-selection into 
neighbourhoods linked to neighbourhood reputation and status. Compared to the 
previous model, Model 4 has a significantly better fit, and the Nagelkerke R Square 
increases to 0.209. People who moved into their dwelling and neighbourhood of 
choice are less likely to express the intention to move out of their neighbourhood than 
people who did not experience this level of choice. The results also show that people 
who are sensitive to the status of neighbourhoods are far more likely to have the 
 intention to leave their neighbourhood than people who are not sensitive to 
neighbourhood status.
4
 Sensitivity to general social status on the other hand does not 
appear to be relevant as it has no significant impact on the intention to leave. The 
perceived reputation variable and sensitivity to neighbourhood status variable are 
significantly positively correlated (r=0.182), indicating that residents with a perceived 
positive reputation of their neighbourhood are also those who are more likely to be 
particularly sensitive to area status. Additional regression analyses (not shown) 
indicate that especially ethnic minorities and high-income groups are sensitive to the 
neighbourhood’s status. It is highly notable that controlling for selection effects has 
no significant effect on the coefficient of perceived neighbourhood reputation. 
In model 5 satisfaction with the neighbourhood is added to the model to test 
the hypothesis that perceived reputation has an effect on moving intentions on top of 
neighbourhood satisfaction. The addition of this variable results in a significant 
improvement of the model compared to model 4 and the Nagelkerke R Square 
increases to 0.220. As expected, people who are satisfied with their neighbourhood 
are less likely to express an intention to leave the neighbourhood than people who are 
dissatisfied. Controlling for neighbourhood satisfaction has a clear impact on the 
effect of perceived neighbourhood reputation: the coefficient drops although it is still 
strongly significant. This is fascinating as it shows that the concept of perceived 
neighbourhood reputation as introduced in this paper is an important addition to more 
established explanations of residential mobility. 
Finally, in model 6 two more sets of variables are added to the model. First, 
measures of neighbourhood attachment are included, and second a measure of 
neighbourhood participation is included. Again, the fit of the model improves 
significantly (Nagelkerke R Square=0.260). The neighbourhood attachment 
component has the expected positive effect on moving intensions. Residents who feel 
strongly emotionally attached to their area of residence are much less likely to express 
an intention to move compared to residents who lack such attachment. Having a social 
network within the neighbourhood seems only relevant with regard to the presence of 
friends and contact with the direct neighbours. People who have most of their friends 
in the neighbourhood and/or who have contact with their neighbours on a regular base 
are less inclined to leave the neighbourhood. The presence of family appears not to be 
relevant in this respect. Residents who participate in the neighbourhood do not differ 
significantly regarding the intention to move, compared to those who do not 
participate. 
After controlling for attachment and neighbourhood participation, the effects 
of age and couples with children is reduced while neighbourhood choice is no longer 
significant. This suggests that older respondents, couples with children and those who 
were free in their choice of neighbourhood are more attached to their neighbourhood, 
both emotionally and behaviourally, than young respondents, single-person 
households and respondents without freedom in their choice of neighbourhood. Most 
spectacularly, after including neighbourhood attachment, also the effect of 
neighbourhood satisfaction disappears. This indicates that satisfaction is likely to be 
channelled through the emotional neighbourhood attachment variable: residents who 
feel attached to the neighbourhood are also the ones most satisfied with their 
neighbourhood. Again, the effect of the perceived neighbourhood reputation on 
moving intention drops a little, but remains significant.  
                                                 
4
 As it may be expected that a poor perceived neighbourhood reputation mainly affects moving 
intentions for those who are sensitive to the social status of neighbourhoods, we also included the 
interaction term perceived neighbourhood reputation*sensitivity to neighbourhood social status (not 
shown). This interaction effect turned out to be not significant and was therefore removed from the 
model. 
 We have seen that with every block of variables added to the model, the effect 
of the perceived reputation decreases, but it does not disappear. This is a strong 
indication that the concept of (perceived) neighbourhood reputation adds to our 
understanding of moving intentions. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
In this study we have analysed the effect of perceived neighbourhood reputations on 
peoples’ intention to leave their neighbourhood. Within the behavioural model of 
residential mobility underlying this study we assumed that the behaviour of residents 
is more likely to be affected by the neighbourhood reputation as perceived by 
residents than by the shared view of other city residents, the external reputation (see 
also Lee et al., 1994). Our study contributed both theoretically and empirically to the 
residential mobility literature. We extended the existing conceptual framework of 
residential mobility by introducing the concept of perceived neighbourhood reputation 
and hypothesised that reputation has an effect on moving intentions on top of more 
established factors such as neighbourhood satisfaction. The empirical innovation of 
this paper is that we were able to explicitly include a measure of neighbourhood 
reputation and control our models for several measures of self-selection into 
neighbourhoods. 
We showed that perceived reputation of the neighbourhood is a significant 
predictor of mobility intentions, even after controlling for general satisfaction with the 
neighbourhood, neighbourhood attachment and measures of self-selection. The results 
show that even though a person might be satisfied, or even attached to his or her 
neighbourhood, a perceived poor neighbourhood reputation can still induce the 
intention to move out of the neighbourhood. Interestingly, we found that after 
controlling for perceived neighbourhood reputation the effect of the ethnic 
composition of the neighbourhood was no longer significant. This indicates that 
people perceive ethnic concentration neighbourhoods as having a negative reputation, 
which is in line with earlier findings (Permentier et al., 2007). 
The results also show that moving intentions are strongly influenced by the 
degree of emotional attachment residents have to their neighbourhood. Residents who 
are attached to their neighbourhood are less likely to state an intention to leave their 
neighbourhood. Interestingly, after controlling for neighbourhood attachment (and 
participation) the effect of neighbourhood satisfaction is no longer significant. This 
implies that those who are satisfied with their neighbourhood are most likely also 
attached to their neighbourhood. Apparently, neighbourhood attachment is a more 
important predictor of the intention to leave the neighbourhood than neighbourhood 
satisfaction, a variable traditionally used in residential mobility studies. 
The results of this study indicate that policies aimed at creating residentially 
stable neighbourhoods will be more successful if they can increase the level of 
neighbourhood attachment of the residents. Further, the results indicate the 
importance of improving the (perceived) reputation of deprived neighbourhoods. 
Residents who have a negative perception of the neighbourhood’s reputation are more 
likely to express the intention to leave their neighbourhood. These intentions might 
translate into actual residential mobility, especially among those who have the most 
resources. Changing the underlying causes of the perceived reputation of a 
neighbourhood, in addition to improving neighbourhood attachment, could influence 
more affluent residents to stay, thus creating a more sustainable neighbourhood with 
socially upward mobile residents. 
 Permentier et al. (2007) have shown that especially the socio-economic status 
of neighbourhoods, the ethnic composition and crime rates are important in impacting 
perceived reputation. Of these three characteristics, reducing crime rates would be 
easiest to achieve. Changing the socio-economic status and ethnic composition of 
neighbourhoods would pose more difficulties (Musterd, 2008). First, policies aimed at 
creating socially mixed neighbourhoods are controversial (social engineering) because 
they appear to be at odds with ideas of social equity and individual choice (Crump, 
2002). Displacement of residents can also result in the break down of important social 
structures in neighbourhoods because many of the existing residents are not able to 
return to their neighbourhood (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004). The resulting ‘forced’ new 
mix of residents can result in tension between old and new residents and to a (further) 
decline of social cohesion (Joseph et al., 2007; Van Beckhoven and Van Kempen, 
2003). Second, there is evidence that artificially created socially mixed 
neighbourhoods will not be very sustainable because of selective mobility in and out 
of neighbourhoods. Van Ham and Feijten (2008) and Van Ham and Clark 
(forthcoming) have shown that residents (have the wish to) move away from 
neighbourhoods where the neighbourhood socioeconomic mix does not match their 
own characteristics. It is very ironic that creating sustainable mixed neighbourhoods 
might require substantial policy intervention to keep neighbourhoods mixed. 
In the situation that the perceived reputation of neighbourhoods is undeserved 
(i.e. more negative then to be expected on grounds of actual neighbourhood 
characteristics) reputation management may be implemented (Hastings and Dean, 
2003). Stakeholders, such as residents, welfare organisations, councils and 
prospective residents, should together create a vision of the desired image of the 
neighbourhood. Subsequently this vision and image can be the leading principle of 
both renewal plans and communication with non-residents. Public relations are a 
significant part of this strategy: neighbourhood transformations (both physical, 
functional and social) should be widely publicised in communication with 
neighbourhood residents and other city residents. 
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 Table 1 Variable summary statistics of the weighted data (N=1,339) 
 N (%) Mean (S.d.) Min./Max. 
Intention to leave neighbourhood (dependent) 299 (22.3)   
Female 709 (54.1)   
Age  44.35 (14.81) 19-94 
Household type    
   Single person household 364 (27.2)   
   Single parent household 74   (5.5)   
   Couple 436 (32.6)   
   Couple with children 385 (28.7)   
   Other  80   (6.0)   
Ethnicity    
   Non-western ethnicity 166 (12.4)   
   Native Dutch/Western ethnicity 1,173 (87.6)   
Level of education    
   Low 284 (21.2)   
   Middle 374 (28.0)   
   High 681 (50.8)   
Not employed 429 (32.1)   
Monthly household income (*€100)  22.33 (9.58) 1.8-38 
Owner-occupant 783 (58.5)   
Dwelling satisfaction  7.55 (1.40) 1-10 
Persons/per room-ratio  0.60 (0.30) 0.1-2 
Flat/apartment 399 (28.8)   
Length of residency    
   Living in neighbourhood 0-3 years  362 (27.0)   
   Living in neighbourhood 4-7 years 322 (24.1)   
   Living in neighbourhood 8-16 years 325 (24.3)   
   Living in neighbourhood 17 years and over 330 (24.6)   
NBH Percentage non-western immigrants  27.37 (17.67) 5.35-73.43 
NBH Average household income (year)  28.47 (5.12) 23.3-45.0 
NBH Crime rates  112.87 (30.55) 13.7-174.9 
NBH Housing density   3,212.88 (1047.29) 928 -5,546 
Perceived neighbourhood reputation  3.2 (1.0) 1-5 
Current dwelling first choice 974 (72.8)   
Current neighbourhood first choice 371 (27.8)   
Sensitivity to social neighbourhood status  0 -3.4-2.7 
Sensitivity to general social status  0 -2.7-4.1 
Neighbourhood satisfaction  6.99 (1.52) 1-10 
Neighbourhood attachment (emotional)  0 -2.5-1.8 
Most friends live in neighbourhood 102   (7.6)   
Family lives in neighbourhood 313 (23.4)   
Contact with neighbours 1,038 (77.6)   
Member of neighbourhood committee 127   (9.5)   
Source: Own survey, 2006 
 Table 2 Zero-order correlations between different attitudinal variables and  
between different neighbourhood characteristics 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
(1) Perceived NBH reputation --       
(2) Neighbourhood satisfaction 0.583 --      
(3) Neighbourhood attachment 0.563 0.643 --     
(4) NBH Housing density 0.325 0.215 0.292 --    
(5) NBH Percentage Non-western immigrants -0.608 -0.498 -0.424 -0.357 --   
(6) NBH Average household income  0.464 0.381 0.259 -0.242 -0.557 --  
(7) NBH Crime -0.274 -0.199 -0.106 0.310 0.281 -0.607 -- 
Source: Own survey, 2006
  
                           Table 3  Logistic regression of the intention to leave the neighbourhood (N=1.339) 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                           Note: Key-variables are shaded grey   
                             *=p<0.10; **=p<0.05; ***=p<0.01 
 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 
 B S.E. EXP(B) B S.E. EXP(B) B S.E. EXP(B) B S.E. EXP(B) 
Constant 0.729 0.586  0.595 1.022  0.888 1.022  0.555 1.100  
Female (ref=male) -0.057 0.195 0.944 -0.049 0.201 0.952 -0.040 0.205 0.961 -0.012 0.244 0.988 
Age -0.027 0.007*** 0.974 -0.024 0.007*** 0.976 -0.023 0.007*** 0.977 -0.020 0.006*** 0.980 
Household type (ref=single)             
    Single parent household 0.348 0.346 1.416 0.237 0.312 1.268 0.260 0.373 1.300 0.262 0.386 1.299 
    Couple 0.094 0.363 1.099 -0.042 0.350 0.959 -0.092 0.343 0.912 -0.072 0.357 0.931 
    Couple with children -0.754 0.526 0.471 -1.012 0.486** 0.363 -1.038 0.459** 0.354 -1.012 0.473** 0.363 
    Other 0.008 0.239 1.008 0.127 0.248 1.135 0.177 0.276 1.193 0.138 0.231 1.148 
Non-western immigrant (ref=other) -0.189 0.306 0.827 -0.474 0.303 0.622 -0.334 0.305 0.716 -0.476 0.392 0.621 
Level of education (ref=low)             
    Middle education -0.077 0.165 0.926 -0.052 0.174 0.950 -0.053 0.165 0.948 -0.170 0.167 0.844 
    High education 0.334 0.247 1.397 0.548 0.272** 1.729 0.520 0.290* 1.682 0.457 0.298 1.579 
Not employed (ref=employed) 0.066 0.207 1.068 0.059 0.215 1.060 0.076 0.225 1.079 0.097 0.212 1.102 
Household income 0.034 0.016** 1.035 0.041 0.017** 1.042 0.043 0.017** 1.044 0.041 0.018** 1.042 
Owner-occupant -0.277 0.179 0.758 -0.228 0.187 0.796 -0.156 0.203 0.855 -0.127 0.210 0.881 
Dwelling satisfaction -0.273 0.061*** 0.761 -0.245 0.061*** 0.783 -0.225 0.065*** 0.800 -0.166 0.066** 0.847 
Person/room ratio 0.409 0.351 1.505 0.725 0.342** 2.065 0.714 0.334** 2.041 0.716 0.348** 2.045 
Flat/apartment (ref=other) 0.184 0.256 1.202 -0.114 0.263 0.892 -0.034 0.280 0.966 -0.060 0.230 0.942 
Length of residency (ref=<4)             
    4-7 years 0.483 0.258* 1.621 0.417 0.260 1.518 0.347 0.274 1.416 0.407 0.279 1.503 
    8-16 years 0.408 0.262 1.504 0.464 0.261* 1.590 0.434 0.265 1.543 0.485 0.266* 1.625 
    17 and more 0.210 0.450 1.234 0.210 0.482 1.234 0.161 0.465 1.175 0.226 0.428 1.253 
NBH Percentage Non-western immigrants    0.018 0.005*** 1.018 0.009 0.006 1.009 0.008 0.006 1.008 
NBH Average household income    -0.027 0.021 0.974 0.005 0.018 1.005 0.007 0.019 1.007 
NBH Crime rates    0.001 0.003 1.001 0.000 0.003 1.000 0.001 0.003 1.001 
NBH Housing density    0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 
Perceived neighbourhood reputation       -0.501 0.096*** 0.606 -0.486 0.083*** 0.615 
Current dwelling first choice          -0.467 0.236** 0.627 
Current neighbourhood first choice          -0.504 0.277* 0.604 
Sensitivity to social neighbourhood status          0.158 0.056*** 1.171 
Sensitivity to general social status          0.173 0.178 1.188 
Neighbourhood satisfaction             
Neighbourhood attachment (emotional)             
Most friends live in neighbourhood (ref=no)             
Family lives in neighbourhood (ref=no)             
Contact with neighbours (ref=no)             
Member of neighbourhood committee (ref=no)             
             
Log-likelihood    -653.43   
   -
638.88      -624.75    -612.87   
Improvement (wald) 331.47 p=0.000  28.03 p=0.000  27.39 p=0.000  29.44 p=0.000  
Nagelkerke R-Square 0.127   0.157   0.185   0.209   
Initial -711.33            
   
              Table 3 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 MODEL 5 MODEL 6 
 B S.E. EXP(B) B S.E. EXP(B) 
Constant 0.880 1.169  -1.074 1.671  
Female (ref=male) -0.007 0.242 0.993 0.031 0.254 1.032 
Age -0.021 0.007*** 0.979 -0.017 0.007*** 0.984 
Household type (ref=single)       
    Single parent household 0.224 0.390 1.250 0.163 0.348 1.177 
    Couple -0.095 0.354 0.909 -0.192 0.339 0.825 
    Couple with children -0.998 0.486** 0.369 -0.895 0.457* 0.408 
    Other 0.158 0.240 1.171 0.043 0.273 1.044 
Non-western immigrant (ref=other) -0.456 0.409 0.634 -0.293 0.392 0.746 
Level of education (ref=low)       
    Middle education -0.146 0.174 0.864 -0.188 0.190 0.829 
    High education 0.503 0.307 1.653 0.554 0.373 1.741 
Not employed (ref=employed) 0.081 0.208 1.084 0.074 0.190 1.076 
Household income 0.042 0.018** 1.043 0.047 0.018** 1.048 
Owner-occupant -0.126 0.209 0.882 -0.073 0.198 0.929 
Dwelling satisfaction -0.097 0.090 0.908 -0.100 0.084 0.904 
Person/room ratio 0.720 0.335** 2.055 0.857 0.389** 2.356 
Flat/apartment (ref=other) -0.043 0.216 0.958 -0.091 0.237 0.913 
Length of residency (ref=<4)       
    4-7 years 0.449 0.285 1.566 0.438 0.296 1.550 
    8-16 years 0.551 0.264** 1.736 0.646 0.286** 1.907 
    17 and more 0.270 0.428 1.309 0.437 0.394 1.547 
NBH Percentage Non-western immigrants 0.006 0.005 1.006 0.005 0.005 1.005 
NBH Average household income 0.014 0.022 1.014 0.017 0.030 1.017 
NBH Crime rates 0.001 0.003 1.001 0.002 0.003 1.002 
NBH Housing density 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 
Perceived neighbourhood reputation -0.375 0.108*** 0.687 -0.298 0.110*** 0.742 
Current dwelling first choice -0.452 0.249* 0.637 -0.158 0.268 0.853 
Current neighbourhood first choice -0.424 0.283 0.654 -0.307 0.253 0.736 
Sensitivity to social neighbourhood status 0.143 0.056*** 1.154 0.173 0.074** 1.188 
Sensitivity to general social status 0.143 0.167 1.153 0.158 0.172 1.172 
Neighbourhood satisfaction -0.212 0.097** 0.809 -0.052 0.090 0.950 
Neighbourhood attachment (emotional)    -0.521 0.130*** 0.594 
Most friends live in neighbourhood (ref=no)    -0.863 0.456* 0.422 
Family lives in neighbourhood (ref=no)    0.201 0.325 1.223 
Contact with neighbours (ref=no)    -0.497 0.193*** 0.608 
Member of neighbourhood committee (ref=no)    -0.141 0.277 0.869 
       
Log-likelihood  -607.14   -586.51   
Improvement (wald) 4.79 p=0.029  32.01 p=0.000  
Nagelkerke R-Square 0.220   0.260   
Initial       
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Table A1 Principal component analysis
a
 of statements related to status-sensitivity  
 (Completely) 
agree % 
Component
b
 
The statements 1 2 
The reputation of a neighbourhood is important to me 47 0.774 0.019 
It is important to me to live in a neighbourhood that is known to be a good 
neighbourhood 
44 0.813 0.052 
I find it important to live in a neighbourhood that suits my status 26 0.714 0.317 
To me it is important how my neighbourhood is experienced by friends 
and family 
23 0.734 0.332 
The opinion of my family and friends regarding my neighbourhood is 
important to me 
21 0.580 0.267 
I want others to know of my achievements 22 0.161 0.674 
It is important to me what others think or say about me 29 0.207 0.636 
I like to buy things that impress other people 4 0.087 0.762 
To climb the social ladder is one of the more important goals in life 22 0.136 0.685 
I am more concerned with my social status than most of the other people I 
know 
9 0.182 0.680 
a
Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: varimax with Kaiser normalisation. Rotation 
converged in 3 iterations. 
bCronbach’s Alpha of this model is 0.917, indicating that the model represents the input variables 
Source: Own survey, 2006 
 
Table A2 Principal component analysis
a
 of statements related to neighbourhood attachment 
The statements (Completely) agree % Component
b
  
I feel at home in this neighbourhood 71 0.843 
This neighbourhood suits my taste 53 0.896 
I feel attached to this neighbourhood 50 0.865 
The neighbourhood I live in reflects my personality 37 0.756 
a
Extraction method: principal component analysis. No rotation used (since only one component was extracted) 
bCronbach’s Alpha of this model is 0.860, indicating that the model represents the input variables 
Source: Own survey, 2006 
 
